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REMARKS 
Election/Restriction 

The Examiner acknowledged the Applicant's election with traverse of Group I (claims 
13-20) drawn to a semiconductor device. Accordingly, claims 1-12 were withdrawn from 
consideration as being directed to a non-elected invention. 

The Examiner stated, because the Applicant did not distinctly and specifically point 
out the supposed error in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an 
election without traverse and the Applicant has the right to file a divisional application 
covering the subject matter of the non-elected claims. 

However, although the Applicant has elected claims 13-20, it is respectfully submitted 
for the record that the Restriction election was with traverse and without waiving any rights 
for ieconsideration. Because the process of making and the product are not believed to be 
patentably distinct and because search and examination of the invention can be performed 
without "serious burden", it is still believed that the Restriction requirement was improper, 
and withdrawal thereof is respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 VSC §102 

Claims 13-20 aie rejected under 35 U. S. C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Dennard 
et al. (US 6,812,527, hereinafter ''Dennard"). 

Dennard provides a method of forming a silicon-on-insulator ("SOI") metal oxide 
semiconductor field effect transistor device C'MOSFET") in which an implanted back-gate is 
formed into a Si-containing layer of an SOI wafer. The implanted back-gate is capable of 
controlling the threshold voltage of a polysilicon-containing front-gate that is formed over a 
portion of the implanted back-gate region. The implanted back-gate functions as a dynamic 
threshold voltage control system in the SOI MOSFET device. 

Regarding claim 13, the Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection since the 
Applicant's claimed combination includes the limitation not disclosed in Dennard of: 

"source/drain regions, beneath the silicide layers, that are enriched with dopant from 
the silicide layers" 
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The Examiner states in the Office Action dated March 21, 2005: 

" Dennard discloses ... source/drain regions 50, beneath the silicide 
layers 56, that are enriched with dopant from the silicide layers . . . (col. 3, cols 
7-8, and figs. 1, 14, 15)." 

However, Dermoid, column 7, line 65 - column 8, line 26, states: 

"After spacer formation, source/drain regions 50 are formed into body 
region 38 abutting each spacer utilizing a conventional ion implantation and 
annealing process ... Next, ... raised source/drain regions 52 •••j^J^fr 
b7 depositing a layer of epi polysflicon or Si on the exposed source/drain 
regionV and ooping the thus deposited epi Si or Si layer by ion unplantmg and 
XStoT... Next, ... is [the step of] converting the raised 
regions . into silicide regions 56 by utilizing a conventional salicidation 
process. . [deletions for clarity] 

Nothing is said about the effect, if any, upon the underlying source/drain regions, of 
the salicidation process on the raised surce/drain regions. Tmis, although Dennard discloses 
source/drain regions beneath the silicide layers, Dennard does not disclose source/drain 
regions beneath the suicide layers that are enriched with dopant from the silicide frvers as 
claimed in claim 13. 

It is therefore respectfully submitted that independent claim 13, and the respective 
claims 14-18 depending therefrom, are not anticipated by Dennard under 35 USC §102(e) 
because: 

"Anticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference 
disclosure of each and every element of the claim under consideration. W.L. 
So^ & Assocs. v. Garlock. Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ30 3 « OJJ 
Cir 1983) (citing Soundscriber Corp. v. United States, 360 F.2d 954 ,960, 148 
SsPQ 298. 3of(Ct. CI.), adopted, 149 USPQ 640 (Ct Q. 1966)) cert 
denied. 469 U.S. 851 (1984). Carellav Starlight Archery £04 F2d 13* 138, 
231 USPQ 644, 646 (Fed. Cir.), modified on reh gl VS ™™^£~;Z£ 
1986); RCA Corp. v. Applied Digital Data Sys., Inc., 730 F.2d 1440, 1444, 
221 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

''While the Court errored (sic) in stating that Moziek [prior art] must, 
to anticipate, disclose the same invention as tiiat described by JO*"" 
[mvention paientl, it still found that one element of the claimed invention was 
n rdTsclosed in Moziek, which was enough. . . We [CAFC] are unable to find 
terror* me Court's decision that the KC [infringer] did not sustam its 
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burden of demonstrating anticipation." Kalman v. Kimberly-Clark Corp., 218 
USPQ781. 

«If the reference fails to teach or suggest even one limitation of the 
claimed invention, then the claim is not anticipated." Atlas Powder Coy. EX 
S^emours & Co., 750 F.2d 1569, 1574. 224 U.SJP.Q. 409. 411 
(Fed. Cir. 1984). 

Withdrawal of the rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 



Regarding claims 14, 15, and 16. these dependent claims each depend, directly or 
indirectly, from independent claim 13 and are believed to be allowable since they contain all 
the limitations set forth in independent claim 13 from which they depend and additionally 
claim non-obvious combinations thereof. Withdrawal of the rejection of claims 14, 15. and 
16 is therefore respectfully requested because of Atlas Powder Co. v. El du Pont De 
Nemours & Co. and the other cases cited therewith, supra. 

The Applicants also respectfully traverse the rejection of claim 16 since the 
Applicants' claimed combination includes the limitation not disclosed in Dennard of: 

-a dopant profile that is steeper than the profile of dopant lacking enrichment from the 
suicide layers" 

« 

The Examiner states in the Office Action: 

"a dopant profile that is steeper than the profile of dopant lacking 
enrichment from the silicide layers (col. 7. lines 65-67)" 

However, Dennard. column 7. line 65 -67, states: 

-After spacer formation, source/drain regions 50 are formed into body 
region 38 abutting each spacer utilizing a conventional ion implantation and 
annealing process." 

Thus neither here nor elsewhere does Dennard refer to dopant profiles, nor disclose 
the steeper dopant profile of the present invention as claimed in claim 16. Withdrawal of the 
rejection is therefore respectfully requested on this ground as well because of Atlas Powder 
Co. v. EX du Pont De Nemours & Co. and the other cases cited therewith, supra. 
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Regarding claims 17-20, no explanation was provided for the rejection of these claims 
under 35 USC §l02(e). The Applicant is therefore unable to address those rejections, except 
to say that those claims similarly fail to be anticipated by Dennard, inter alia, for the same 
reasons discussed above, and withdrawal of the rejection of those claims is therefore 
requested. Withdrawal of the rejections of claims 17-20 is additionally deemed appropriate in 
view of the lack of explanation for the rejections thereof. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

Claims 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dennard 
et al. (US 6,812,527, hereinafter "Dennard") in view of Sitaram et al. (US 5352,631, 
hereinafter "Sitaram"), and further in view of the remark [sic]. 

Dennard was previously summarized above. 

Sitaram provides a process for forming transistor silicided regions. Various silicide 
and dopant materials are disclosed. 

"Regarding claim 16, the Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection on the grounds 
that the Applicants' claimed combination would not be unpatentable over Dennard in view of 
Sitaram and further in view of the remark since the Applicants' claimed combination includes 
the limitation not disclosed in either Dennard or Sitaram of: 

-the source/drain regions that are enriched with dopant from the silicide layers have a 
dopant profile that is steeper than the profile of dopant lacking enrichment 
from the silicide layers" 

The Examiner states in the Office Action dated March 21 , 2005: 

"Regarding to [sic] claim 16. Dennard discloses the claimed invention 
except for the device wherein the source/drain region are enriched with dopant 
from the silicide layers having a dopant profile that is steeper than the profile 
of dopant lacking enrichment from the silicide layers. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to form the device wherein the source/drain 
region are [sic] enriched with dopant from the silicide layers having a dopant 
profile that is steeper than the profile of dopant lacking enrichment from the 
silicide layers." 
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However, Dennard, column 7, line 65 - column 8, line 26, states: 

"After soacer formation, source/drain regions 50 are formed into body 
resion 3^uSn^W *Uizing a conventional ion implantauon and 
region 38 abutting source/drain regions 52 ... are formed ... 

a'convendona. sahcidarion 

process. . " [deletions for clarityl 

Noihing is said . suggeaed in Dennard abo* d. M « «* •» — **• 
sou^drain regions, of the saiicidadon process on ft. raised surce/drain regions. Thns. 
a„hc»gh Denmnd disdoses source/dndr, regions bene«h the sUicide layers, Dennard 
dlsctaes nor soggesrs source/dWo regions beoead. *e siUcide tayers M _ MM I «* 
aopan, fm -^ ^.l— [and] nave a tean^ drat is g^ than *e proffle of 

to, 1. 1 1 i ■ton-fit tern fte tosB " ctoiMd to c "" m 1& 

Thas .he Baannner, in ft. farther remarte q u«ed above (second paragraph), has 

ap paren«y acknowledged that Dennard does no, reaeh rhU combinadon bn. has cM no 

^Lnee showing or even suggesdng such a —don. Since .here . no dssc fosor. 

..aching, o, suggesdon in Den»rd o, fhe echoed .inuradon, if dd. basis of rejecuon 

^led .he A ppUoan B respect, — an Exan^er 

Eater's person^ hnowiedge reg^ding <his Ita**- pursuan, to 37 CPR .LIOWXB 
(2002): 

-When a rejecuon in an, .pp.^ ^^^ciflc 
persons." 

Accordingly, and based upon the above, it is respectfully submitted that claim 16 is 
allowable under 35 U.S.C. 5103(a) as being unobvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art because: 

"fTlhe nrior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or 
[T]he pnor aix rcicici v teach j ng or suggestion to make the 

suggest all the claim limitations. The teacning «i *«bs 
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ciaimed co— o ^ = bU ^^^TrXX 
found m the pnor an. ana not basKr on a PP»""" 
947 F2d 488. 20 USPQ24 1438 (Fed. Or. 1991) 

Accordingly, withdrawal of rhe rejcdon of claim 16 1. respectfully roquet. 

Addidonally, with rc»pcc. to claim 16. th* dependenr claim depend, from 
md^nden, daim 13 and U beUcved to be allowabie since it — an .he li— a* 
form rhemin and addidonaU, daims non-obvious comblnadons mereof . Widrdrawal of the 
section of claim 16 is mcrefore respecrmUy request on mis ground as wed because of 
A L Powder CO. v. E.I. dn Poo, De Nemmu* * Co. and me omer cas^ cited therewrdr. 
supra. 

..Regarding daim .7. which depends from independen. daim 13. the Applies 
respectfully naverse the miecrion on ore grounds m« me Applicant daimed combing 
„„! norbe unpaKMable over Dennan. in view of SUamm and former invrew of *e «- 
since me AppUcams' claimed combroaoon indudea the limitation no. drsdoeed m ether 
Denaard or Sitaram of: 

-source/drain regions, beneath the silicide layers, that ate enriched with dopant from 
the silicide layers" (parent claim 13) 

The Examiner states in the Office Action: 

«Re K arding to [sic) claim 17, Dennard discloses the claimed invention 

^SdTT^^ indium, and a 
combination thereof (col. 6. Imes 1-4). 

wou.d have bee. obvious m « - J*g[ ^ZZT^Z 

a combination thereof, as mw electrical circuits due to 

contacts and interconnects that are not ™ r ^ create heaU and may 

the fact that resistance limits maximum current flow. J* i, [it Z 
result in reduced circuit accuracy, consistency, and penormanc 

15-19)." 
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However, Dennard. column 7. line 65 - column 8, line 26, states: 

"After spacer formation, source/drain regions 50 are «^ # ^ **J 
region 3 f ^Hpacer utilizing a conventional ion 
g °V na *™ s Next . . raised source/drain regions 52 ... are formed ... 

™^ g .-. into Seine ISL 56 P by a convention* saUc.dat.on 

process. . . n [deletions for clarity] 

Netting is said or snggesttd in Denned about the effect, if any. npon the underlying 
^rce/drain togioos, of d* salmon pu*ess on the raised surce/drain regions. ^ 
longn vJL discloses sourcCdraut regions be^ath the siKclde .ayers. Denoarf ne.tb« 
discloses not suggests sourco/d™n regions beneath the silicida layers that « »M — 

.Infant fj tllT ai'Mdc levers. 

Tbus, the Examiner, in Ute further remark* quoted above (seeond paragraph)^ 
w «nay acknowledged Out Denned dees not teaeh Ms co.nbin.Uon bo. bee «rfno 
Jerence showing or even pasting such a contbinadon. Since , ~ - - 
t^g, or suggesdon in Dennard of the claimed lintltadon. .f dns has* of 
m rhe Appiers respectfUly re,ues, an famine, ^ £ 
Elinor's person- knowledge regaling Otis litnitadou pursuant to 37 CFR 5 1..04<dX2> 

(2002): 

-ww a reiection in an application is based on facts within the 
"When a rejection m *** ^ . om th- data shall be as specific 

persons." 

• ac^v, and baaed upon me above, it is respectful, submitted tha, clrim 17 is 
W nnder 35 U.S.C. 8 .03(a, as being unobvious a, the time the invenuon was ntade . 
a pereon having ordinary skill in the an because. 

.. mhe plot 
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found in the prior art, and not based oa appUcant's disclosure .- In re Vaeclc 
947 F2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991) 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 17 is respectfully requested. 

Additionally, with respect to claim 17. this dependent claim depends from 
^pendent claim 13 and is believed to be allowable since it contains all the — ns set 
forth herein and additionally claims non-obvious combinations thereof. Wimdrawal of me 
.ejection of claim 17 is therefore respectfully requested on mis ground as well because of 
Atlas Powder Co. v. E.L du Pont De Nemours & Co. and the other cases cited therewith. 
supra. 

-Regarding data. 18. whieh depends fronr independent el-nm !3, ft. Applicant 
KSF « tMy averse ft. K jecUo» on .he ground, <h tt the Applicant etoed 
ToTd no, be unpa^ie over Denruxd in view of Snar*n and farther in view of *e 
si nee .he AppUean* dahned c^nalon ineiudes .he .hnUaUon no. dlsciosed .» e,<her 
Demiard or Sitaram of; 

••source/drain region., benead, ft. sUicide .avers. <h* are enrieh*. wMh dopan. to m 
the silicide layers" (parent claim 13) 

The Examiner states in the Office Action: 

"Regarding to ?£F«ZlZi 
except for the device wherein flic stiici de laye* ^ 
selected from a group consisting ™^ ^es me silicide 

platinum, and a g^ouTcSsSg of cobalt, 

layers are a silicide of a metal selected from a group conw * 
SS, titanium, hafnium, platinum, and a combination thereof (col. 1, nn 

26 " 36 \t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in me art ^at the 
ume me inv^tion was made to "^^£^2^ 
metal selected from a group consisting £^ ~£ * order to prevent 
platinum, and a combination thereof as ™gbt by electrical circuits 

1, lines 15-19)." 
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However, Dennard, column 7, line 65 - column 8, line 26, states: 

"After spacer formation, source/dram regions 50 are formed into body 
region 38 abutting each spacer utilizing a conventional ion implantation and 
annealing process .. . Next, . . . raised source/drain regions 52 . . are formed ., . 
by depositing a layer of epi polysilicon or Si on the exposed source/drain 
regions; and doping the thus deposited epi Si or Si layer by ion ^planting and 
annealing. ... Next, ... te [the step of] converting the raised souree/drain 
regions ... into silicide regions 56 by utilizing a conventional saiicidatton 
process. . ." [deletions for clarity] 

Nothing is said or suggested in Dennard about the effect, if any, upon the underlying 
source/drain regions, of the salicidation process on the raised surce/drain regions. Thus, 
although Dennard discloses source/drain regions beneath the silicide layers. Dennard neither 
discloses nor suggests source/drain regions beneath the silicide layers that are endsfagd with 
dopant h m * he silicide layers. 

Thus, the Examiner, in the further remarks quoted above (second paragraph), has 
apparently acknowledged that Dennard does not teach this combination but has cited no 
reference showing or even suggesting such a combination. Since there is no disclosure, 
teaching, or suggestion in Dennard of the claimed limitation, if this basis of rejection is 
maintained the Applicants respectfully request an Examiner Affidavit disclosing the 
Examiner's personal knowledge regarding this limitation pursuant to 37 CFR §l.l04(d)(2) 
(2002): 

"When a rejection in an application is based on facts within the 
personal knowledge of an employee of the Office, the data shall be as .specific 
as possible and the reference must be . supported, when called for by the 
applicant, by the affidavit of such employee, and such affidavit shall be subject 
to contradiction or explanation by the affidavits of the applicant and other 
persons." 

Accordingly, and based upon the above, it is respectfully submitted that claim 18 is 
allowable under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unobvious at the time die invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art because: 

"[Tine prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be 
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found in the prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure." In re Vaeck. 
947 F2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991) 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 18 is respectfully requested. 

Additionally, with respect to claim 18, this dependent claim depends from 
independent claim 13 and is believed to be allowable since it contains all the Umitations set 
forth therein and additionally claims non-obvious combinations thereof. Withdrawal of the 
rejection of claim 18 is therefore respectfully requested on this ground as well because of 
Adas Powder Co. v. E.I du Pont De Nemours & Co. and the other cases cited therewith, 

supra. 

"Regarding claim 19, the Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection on the grounds 
that the Applicants' claimed combination would not be unpatentable over Dennard in view of 
Sitaram and further in view of the remark since the Applicants' claimed combination mcludes 
the limitation not disclosed in either Dennard or Sitaram of: 

"source/drain regions, beneath the silicide layers, that are enriched wi* dopant ^m 
thTsuicide layers, that has a dopant profile that is steeper than the profile of 
dopant lacking enrichment from the silicide layers 

The Examiner states in the Office Action: 

«... source/drain regions 50, beneath the silicide layers S6 that are 
enriched with dopant, from the sUicide layers ... (cols 7-8 and figs. 1, 14, 15). 

However Dennard does not disclose the source/drain regions that has 
[sic] a dopaTpSile that is steeper than the profile of dopant lacking 
enrichment from the silicide layers ..." [deletions for clarity] 

As previously pointed out above, Dennard. column 7, fine 65 - column 8, line 26, 



states: 



"After spacer formation, source/drain regions 50 are f ormed into body 
region 38 abutting each spacer utilizing a conventional ion implantaUon and 
^Sinfiurocess Next. ... raised source/drain regions 52 ... areformed . 

bTdtofiC W« epi Polysiticon « Si « * e e *? OSe . d T?^H 
^t^Sdoping the thus deposited epi Si or Si layer by ion implantmg and 
Sir Next is [the step of) converting the raised source/drain 
intfsScide regions 5?by utilising a conventional salicidation 
process. - ." [deletions for clarity] 
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Nothing is said or suggested in Dennard about the effect, if any, upon the underlying 
source/drain regions, of the salicidation process on the raised surce/drain regions. Thus, 
although Dennard discloses source/drain regions beneath the suicide layers, Dennard neither 
discloses nor suggests source/drain regions, beneath the silicide layers, that are enricjjed with 
dopant, ft™ th* silicide layers , that has a dopant profile that is §t££m than the profile of 
dopant lacking ~ n ™hme.nt from the silicide layers as claimed in claim 19. 

Thus, the Examiner, in the further remarks quoted above (second paragraph), has 
apparently acknowledged that Dennard does not teach this combination but has cited no 
reference showing or even suggesting such a combination. Since there is no disclosure, 
teaching, or suggestion in Dennard of the claimed limitation, if this basis of rejection is 
maintained the Applicants respectfully request an Examiner Affidavit disclosing the 
Examiner's personal knowledge regarding this limitation pursuant to 37 CFR §1.104(d)(2) 
(2002): 

"When a rejection in an application is based on facts within the 
personal knowledge of an employee of the Office, tire data shall be as specific 
Z possible and the reference must be supported, when callec I for b> r the 
applicant, by the affidavit of such employee, and such affidavi shaU be sub ect 
to contradiction or explanation by the affidavits of the applicant and other 
persons." 

Accordingly, and based upon the above, it is respectfully submitted that claim 19 is 
allowable under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unobvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art because: 

"[Tine prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or 
suggest all the claim timitations. The teaching or suggestion to make _the 
clSned combination and the reasonable ^^J^l^'^^ 
found in the prior ait, and not based on applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 
947 F2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991) 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 19 is respectfully requested. 

"Regarding claim 20. which depends from independent claim 19, the Applicants 
^spectfully traverse the rejection on the grounds that the Applicants' claimed combination 
would not be unpatentable over Dennard in view of Sitaram and further in view of the remark 
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since the Applicants' claimed combination includes the limitation not disclosed in either 
Dennard or Sitaram of: 

-source/drain regions, beneath the suicide layers, that are enriched with dopant^ from 
the suicide layers, that has a dopant profile that is steeper tiian the profile of 
dopant lacking enrichment from the silicide layers" (parent claim 19) 

The Examiner states in the Office Action: 

"Regarding to [sic] claim 20. Dennard discloses the device wherein the 
suicide layL in me epitaxial sUicon thickening layer further comprise sibcWe 
Syels forrned by thermal silicidation of deposited metallic layers into a dopant 
implanted epitaxial silicon thickening layer (col. 7, lines 1-5). 

However, Dennard, column 7, line 65 - column 8, line 26, states: 

"After spacer formation, source/drain regions 50 are formed into body 
region 38 abutting each spacer utilizing a conventional ion implantation and 
Sing process .. Next, ... raised souroe/drain regions 52 . are formed 
bTdeoositing a layer of epi polysuicon or Si on the exposed source/drain 
¥J2?Z doSe thus deposited epi Si or Si layer by ion implanting and 
8 S.f Weft is Tthe step of] converting the raised source/drain 
3£ T 6 :. intTSkde regmTs 5?by utiUzing a conventional salicidation 
process. . [deletions for clarity) 

Nothing is said or suggested in Dennard about the effect, if any, upon the underlying 
source/drain regions, of the salicidation process on the raised surcWdrain regions. Thus, 
although Dennard discloses source/drain regions beneath the silicide layers, Dennard neither 
discloses nor suggests source/drain regions, beneath the suicide layers, that are enrj^ with 
dopant fesm SflteMS 1™*- that has a dorgaU^ that is steeper, than the profile of 

dopant lacking gmsbmSDl ™n " " cide ^ ers ^ aent claim l9)> 

These same issues have been discussed in detail above with respect to the rejection of 
claim 19. and those arguments are equally applicable to the rejection of claim 20. 
Consequently, the Applicants' claimed combination would not be unpatentable over Dennard 
in view of Sitaram and further in view of the remark. On those same bases, therefore, the 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of claim 20. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 20 is respectfully requested. 

Additionally, with respect to claim 20, this dependent claim depends from 
independent claim !9 and is believed to be allowable since it contains all the limitations set 

13 

PAGE 15/16* RCVD AT 6/21/2005 10:38:42 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 ' DNIS:8729306 1 CSID:408 738 0881 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-16 



JUN-2W005 TUE 07:41 PM LAW OFFICE OF M ISHIMARU FAX NO. 408 738 0881 



P. 



Serial No.: 10/727,999 
Group Art Unit: 2818 

forth therein and additionally claims non-obvious combinations thereof. Withdrawal of the 
rejection of claim 20 is therefore respectfully requested on this ground as well because of 
Atlas Powder Co. v. E.I. du Pont De Nemours & Co. and the other cases cited therewith. 
supra. 



Conclusion 

Jn view of the above, it is submitted that the claims are in condition for allowance and 
reconsideration of the rejections is respectfully requested. Allowance of claims 13-20 at an 
early date is solicited. 

To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 1.136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this 
paper, including any extension of time fees, to Deposit Account No. 01-0365 and please 
credit any excess fees to such deposit account. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mikio Ishimaru 
Registration No. 27,449 



The Law Offices of Mikio Ishimaru 
1110 Sunnyvale-Saratoga Rd., Suite Al 
Sunnyvale, CA 94087 
Telephone: (408)738-0592 
Fax: (408)738-0881 
Date: June 21, 2005 
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